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The study ezaained the characteristics of children 
currently classified as learning disabled (LD) in Illinois. Student 
and teacher checklists were completed and records reviewed for 1349 
students (ages 5-2G). Results are depicted in table form and 
suaaarixed according to five aajor objectives; (1) to deteraine types 
of regular education reaedial services available to LD students 
(speech tharapy was the aost frequently provided special service); 
(2) to deteraine selection procedures of LD students (the aost CMaon 
reason for referral was acadeaic difficulties); (3) to deteraine the 
percentage of tiae per day that LD students received special services 
(the aajority were served through resource prograas with an average 
of nearly 6 hours per week); (4) to deteraine areas of eaphasis in LD 
prograas (the goals established were priaarily acadeaic in nature); 
and (S) to deteraine if there are deaographic or other variables 
associated with the identification process (there was no discernable 
pattern in the procedures used by districts to classify children as 
LD). Findings suggested the need for the state to take action to 
bring consistency to the classification and service provision 
process. Three options are offered for consideration: (1) to allow 
all theories a fair test on the preaise that one would eventually win 
out; (2) to adopt the state's own classification criteria; or (3) to 
provide services solely on the basis of deaonstrated need regardless 
of arbitrary classification. References and checklists are appended. 
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Introduction 

A major concern in the field of special education today is 
the increase in the numbei of individuals in the school-age 
population who have been identified as learning disabled (LD). 
For example. Tucker (1980) reported that in one state the percent 
of children identified as learning disabled increased from less 
than two percent in 1970 to nearly AA percent in 1977. Similarly, 
the U» S* Office of Education in its annual report to Congress 
noted that the population of students identified as LD more than 
doubled between 1977 and 1982 (U.S. Office of Special Education, 
1984). Perhaps the single most critical factor related to this 
increase in the identification of children as learning disabled 
has been the lack of agreemeiit as to the definition of a learning 
disability. 

Since 1955 vhen Lehtinen (1955) first used the term "learning 
disability", numerous definitions have evolved. Sutaria (1985) 
provides a review and a discussion of these definitions and 
concludes that no one definition has been able to satisfy 
everyone. According to Bryan and Bryan (1978), there "remains 
little agreement of those conditions defining a specific learning 
disability" (p. 30). When P. L. 9A-1A2 was passed, a broad 
definition of learning disabilities was used because it was 
believed that there was "still much research required to further 
delineate the components of specific learning disabilities" 
(Federal Register, November 29, 1976, p. 52A04). 

A great deal of controversy over the Federal definition 



exists today* Variations of the definition ar^ currently used by 
the states in the identification and placement of students into 
special education programs* Berdine and Blackhurst (1985) 
reported that a recent survey "found that 4A percent of the states 
are now using the 1977 federal definition without modification, 
while an additional 18 percent are using it with slight variation; 
24 percent of the states use other definitions; and 4 percent do 
not use an LD definition at all" (p* 39A)» Within each state, 
there may be even more variance* Lerner (1981) stated that the 
"number of children identified as learning disabled is largely 
dependent upon the definition one uses and the identification 
procedures one implements" (p» 16) • This lack of consensus 
concerning the definition of a learning disability allows the 
individual :.chool districts the latitude to identify students from 
either a narrow or broad perspective* These problems of 
inconsistency were highlighted in a recent study by Ysseldyke, 
Algozzine, and Epps (1983) who, in a study comparing students 
labeled as LD and nonlabeled students who were having difficulty 
in school, "found no specific characteristics that differentiated 
the groups" (p» 160) • Studies such as those cited above have led 
to a number of philosophical stances concerning definitions of 
learning disabilities* One such definitional viewpoint that has 
received considerable attention of late involves the use of 
various discrepancy formulae (e.g., Boyan, 1985; Reynolds, 1985). 

In classifying a child as learning disabled through the use 
of a discrepancy forumla, the child's potential for academic 



achievement is first calculated, usually through the use of a 
standardized test of intelligence (e.g., WISC-R)* Then, his/her 
actual level of achievement is measured, and the discrepancy 
between potential and actual achievement is calculated. If this 
discrepancy is considered to be significant, then the child may be 
declared eligible for LD services if a multidisciplinary team 
concurs* Many different formulae have been suggested, and some 
have gained acceptance in state definitions of learning 
disabilities (e.g., California now includes a discrepancy formula 
as a part of the decision making process). However, not everyone 
would support the use of discrepancy formulae (for a review, see 
Reynolds, 1984). 

These and other problems in definitional differences were 
thoroughly reviewed by Kavale and Forness (1985) who concluded 
that the field of learning disabilities is really in a 
preparadigmatic period, i.e., that the work in the field should 
reflect explorations of a variety of theories and definitional 
stances in order that one might come to the forefront. In keeping 
with this spirit, the first step to be taken is to conduct a 
thorough baseline analysis of the current state of affairs. The 
purpose of this project was to study, for the Illinois State Board 
of Education, the characteristics of children who are now 
classified as learning disabled in the State of Illinois. 



Method 

Objectives and Data Collection 

The Illinois State Board of Education delineated five major 
objectives for this study: 

1. To determine what regular education remedial services are 
available to students identified as learning disabled (LD) in 
conjunction with their special education services, 

2. To determine how students identified as LD are selected to 
participate in the special education program, 

3* To determine the percentage of time per day the students 
identified as LD receive special services, 

4, To determine what special areas of need tend to be emphasized 
in programs for students identified as LD, 

5, To determine if there are demographic or other variables 
associated with the identification process related to students 
labeled learning disabled on a statewide, regional, and local 
basis. 

The Illinois State Board of Education also provided a list of 
67 randomly selected throughout the state and a list of randomly 
selected students who had been classified as learning disabled in 
these districts. During the months of September 1985 through 
February 1986, trained individuals from Eastern Illinois 
University visited each of the sites and completed the student and 
teacher checklists for that particular district (see Appendix I 
for a copy of the checklists). Training for the data collectors 
consisted of a general orientation meeting where the definitions 



and procedures were discussed (Appendix I) and at least bi-weekly, 
individual meetings with the director or assistant director to 
discuss problems in data collection or definitions. Of the 
approximately 2000 student names provided by the Illinois State 
Board of Education, files were available for 13A9 students. The 
primary problem seemed to be that the most current list available 
was for studeiits who were enrolled in classes for children labeled 
learning disabiled during academic year 1983-198A. Since the data 
were collected during 1985-1986, many of the students had left the 
districts (generally through graduation or moves). However, there 
was no differential loss of students among the districts, so the 
remaining sample was felt to be both representative and adequate. 
Analysis 

The Illinois State Board of Education requested specifically 
that analytic procedures be designed to provide: 

1. statewide baseline information as to how the State of Illinois 
is serving the population of students identified as learning 
disabled ; 

2. the nature of the services provided; and 

3. variation in practices which may be associated with certain 
specific community level variables. 

In order to address these concerns, the data were entered 
into data sets and analyzed through various statistics available 
through the computing center of Eastern Illinois University. 
Generally, frequency tables were prepared and differences were 
examined either through a Kruskal-Wall is oneway analysis of 
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variance or through the use of a chi-square. 



Results 

Student Variables 

Information was obtained from all of the 67 randomly selected 
districts on a total of 1349 students. However, the data 
presented on the variables do not always reflect this total since 
complete information on all students was not available in some 
cases. Table 1 presents the information on the student variables 
for the entire state. More boys than girls (920 (69%) versus 413 
(31%)) were classified as learning disabled. The average age of 
the population was 161.1 months, with a range from 61 to 249 
months* Students from all grade levels were a part of the sample* 

In addressing Objective 5, data on various demographic 
variables were collected. The large majority of the sample were 
not receiving any chronic medications (only 5*1% had any 
indications in their files that they were administered medication 
on a regular basis). However, 38.5% of the students had been 
retained in at least one grade and 24*8% came from single parent 
families. Most (99*2%) had English as their primary language, and 
15*4% had been previously referred for special services but had 
not been found eligible prior to their classification as learning 
disabled. 

Objective 1 asked what other type of services might be 
provided for the students in the sample* Speech therapy was the 
most common and was provided for 16*6% of the students. The other 
services ( social work, psychological or counseling services, 
and/or occupational and physical therapy) were less common in 
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their provision and were received by less than 6% of the total 
sample • 

Objective 2 was designed to examine the criteria that were 
used to identify students as learning disabled. By far, the most 
common IQ test used was the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for 
Children - Revised (WISC-R). This test was used in the original 
classification of 80.3% of the sample. The Stanf ord-Binet was the 
next most common IQ test and was used in 9.9% of the cases. These 
tests were followed by the Slosson Intelligence Test (6.7%), the 
Kaufman Achievement Battery for Children (.8%), and a combination 
of other tests (2.3%). These tests resulted in an overall average 
IQ of 90.65 (WISC-R - 90.4; SB - 88.3; Slosson - 94.5; K-ABC - 
98.0; and others - 96.5). If only the WISC-R IQ's are considered 
since this was the most commonly-used instrument, the average IQ 
was significantly below the expected population mean of 100. 

In addition to the IQ testing, academic achievement testing 
was conducted as a part of the classification process for most of 
the students. The most common achievement test used across 
districts was the Wide Range Achievement Test (approximately 86.2% 
of the students who were tested had scores recorded from the 
WRAT), however for about 24% of the sample, no achievement data 
were available. Other standardized tests that were used either in 
conjunction with the WRAT or instead of the WRAT included the 
Peabody Individual Achievement Test, the Woodcock-Johnson 
Psychoeducational Battery, the Keymath Diagnostic Arithmetic Test, 
the Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests, and the SRA Achievement Test, 
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the Metropolitan Achievement Test, and the Iowa Tests of Basic 
Skills* 

The average reading recognition percentile rank was 27,7, 
with an average standard score of 88*0« For reading 
comprehension, the mean percentile was 25.6 with a standard score 
of 89*9* For mathematics computation the mean percentiles and 
standard scores were 25.9 and 85.2; for mathematics applications 
they were 39. A and 79.6, while for spelling they were 2A.7 and 
86.4. All of these averages indicate that the children in the 
sample were performing below their expected age level in the 
academic areas in which they were assessed. 

Students were referred for consideration for classification 
as learning disabled for a variety of reasons. However, the most 
common reason was an inability to perform academically 
commensurate with his/her peers. This reason for referral 
accounted for A3.A% of the children who eventually were 
classified. The second largest area that was found was an 
attention deficit tnat accounted for 25.0% of the referrals. This 
area was followed by reading problems (15.1%), language deficits 
(6.0%), behavior (5.9%), mathematics difficulties (2.1%), 
immaturity (1.5%), perceptual deficits (0.8%), and spelling 
problems (0.2%). 

Objective 3 was designed to determine what type of special 
services were received by the sample and the amount of time the 
students spent in special and general education. Most (65.5%) of 
the students were served through resource programs, and they spent 
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an average of 5 hours 52 minutes per week (19.5% of their time 
based on a 30-hour school week) receiving these services. The 
second-most common service delivery system was a self-contained 
program which served 29*4% of the sample. These students (who, by 
definition are served through special education programs more than 
50% of the time), spent an average of 24,6% (7 hours 23 minutes 
per week) of their time in general education. The remainder of 
the students (5,1%) received consultation services. On the 
average, their special education teachers spent 65 minutes per 
week consulting with the general education teachers. Generally, 
this was acconodated by a resource teacher as part of his/her 
duties • 

The goal of Objective 4 was to determine what areas of 
special need tend to be emphasized for children who are labeled as 
learning disabled. To address this objective, the annual goals 
that were listed on the students' 1984-85 lEP's were examined. 
The most common goals involved reading (a total of 36.3% of the 
total). This area was followed by mathematics (29.1%), language 
(23,1%), passing classes (4,9%), spelling (3.9%), and behavior 
(2,2%), Six other areas (perception, science, social 
studies/history/civics, drivers* education, vocational education , 
and others) accounted for less than one half of one percent of the 
total goals listed. Interestingly, the goal of perceptual 
improvement, a classical descriptor of learning disabilities, was 
reflected in only 0.2% of the annual goals. 

Table 2 presents the data on how districts are presently 
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classifying students as learning disabled and the percent of 
students who are currently classified (Objective 2). In order to 
address objective 5, these data were then sorted by the: (a) area 
code of the districts' offices (Table 3), (b) size of the town in 
which the district was located (Table 4), (c) number of students 
enrolled in the district (Table 5), and (d) the per capita tuition 
cost (Table 6). Overall, the percent of students who were 
classified as learning disabled was 5.82%. A Kruskal-Wallis 
oneway analysis of variance was then used to determine if there 
were any differences in these pe*w.ntages across the various 
groupings. No significant differences were noted. 

When examining the other variables, while no significant 
patterns presented themselves, (a) districts in area code 309 (the 
central section of the state) were slightly more likely to have 
specific entrance requirements than districts in other area codes, 
(b) very few districts with an area code of 618 (the southern part 
of the state) used any type of discrepancy formulae; (c) 
districts in towns of more than 30000 population and those less 
than 2000 population used discrepancy formulae more often than 
others; (d) districts in towns of less than 2000 population used 
principals as supervisors less often; (e) districts of more than 
2000 students and those with student populations. between 200 and 
500 students used specific entrance requirements and IQ cutoffs 
more often; and (f) discrepancy formulae were used most often in 
districts with student populations between 200 and 500. However, 
while these data are interesting, there were no specific patterns 
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Table 2 



File: 

Report; Sch 
Oist. Code 



PROJECT. ID 
Di €t. 



Page 1 

4/9/86 



Hon i tor 


Entrance 


Exi t 


Formu I a 


IQ 


C Cost 


'A LD 


« Students 


Supv . 


yes 


no 


Gde . Lvl . 


85 


♦2,233 


4;< 


329 


Supv . 


yes 


no 


Gde . Lvl . 


85 


♦1 ,981 


13/: 


328 


Pych. 






NLE 




♦2,583 


6*/. 


1 ,202 


LD Tch. 


yes 


yes 




70 


♦2,450 


TA 


257 


Pr in . 


no 


no 




no 


♦3,691 


A'A 


1 ,300 


Co-op 


no 


no 




no 


♦2,026 


8*/. 


1 ,4C1 


Co-op 


no 


no 




no 


♦1 ,959 


8:< 


305 


Pych. 


yes 


yes 




85 


♦2,559 


6'A 


1 ,554 


Supv . 


no 


no 




85 


♦2,559 


6'A 


3,266 


Pr i n . 


yes 


yes 




no 


♦3,166 


2y. 


61 1 


Pr i n . 


yes 


yes 




no 


♦3,418 


3rA 


291 












♦ 1 ,607 


6'A 


574 


Tch. 


yes 


yes 


Ach . Lvl . 


85 


♦3,286 


e-A 


207 


Tch.«c S 


yes 


no 




no 


♦2,907 


2'A 


18,706 


Pr i n . 


no 


nc 




no 


♦2,323 


6'A 


4575 


Co-op A 


Yes 


no 




no 


♦2,150 


VA 


550 


Tch. 


no 


no 




no 


♦2,952 


5*/ 


603 


Pr i n . 


yes 


? 


• 


no 


♦2,497 


lOX 


850 


Pr i r. . 


no 


no 




no 


♦2,139 


TA 


1 , 1 60 


Coord. 


no 


no 




? 


♦2,034 


5*/. 


766 


Pycho. 






NCE 




♦2,926 


6'A 


1 ,969 


Coord. 






no 




♦1 ,909 


A'A 


3,117 


Pycho. 


yes 


no 


Gde. Lvl . 


8C 


♦2,71 ! 


11% 


63 


Pr i nc . 


no 


no 




no 


♦2.010 


3*/. 


960 


Soc . l<Jk 


yes 


yes 


no 


85 


♦3,71 1 


5*/ 


385 


Pycho. 


no 


no 


no 


no 


♦2,965 


5% 


450 


Supv . 


yes 


yes 


Std. Scr. 


85 


♦2,991 


VA 


288 


Co-op 


no 


no 


nc 


no 


♦2,072 


^A 


135 


Pycho. 


yes 


no 


Gde . Lv 1 . 


70 


♦2,690 


SA 


5,480 


Pycho. 


no 


no 


no 




♦2,388 


9'A 


638 












♦2,417 


•^A 


1 ,8n 


Pr j n . 


no 


no 


no 


nc 


♦2,557 


6'A 


1 ,550 


Pycho. 






Regrs. 


no 


♦2,900 


IX< 


450 


Pr in. 


no 


no 


no 


no 


♦2,343 


6'A 


873 


Supv . 


no 


no 




no 


♦1 ,844 


ZA 


819 


Supv . 


No 


no 


Tch. re-fer 


no 


♦2,447 


TA 


574 


Al 1 


no 


no 


no 


no 


♦3,227 


A'A 


1 ,123 


Gde. Cs 


no 


no 




no 


♦5,727 


3*/ 


748 


Pycho. 


yes 


yes 


Achv. Lvl . 


no 


♦3,080 


9'A 


1 ,269 


Pycho. 


yes 






yes 


♦2,460 


2'A 


2^0 


Prin. 


No 


no 


no 


no 


♦4,354 


\2y. 


145 












♦3,028 


Z'A 


1 ,947 


Prtn. 


Yes 


no 


Gde . Lvl . 


75 


♦2,113 


4% 


6,570 


Pycho. 


no 


no 




no 


♦2,415 


3*/. 


555 



t 50082116002 
150082115002 
131045301026 
«f 49081036002 
5*02002001022 
C 13014001026 
, 42058133002 
■ g 24032001026 
^ 36052170022 
. »C 17064003026 
M 37053230017 
37053232002 
1^49081030017 
>V 50082189022 
1^4:057007026 
li;300391 96026 
n 20096225016 
I? 17020017026 
M 08043120022 
y 28037224026 
V 31045304C26 
• 23 28037228026 
37053425004 
26034328024 
140 16086002 
pfe440630 19024 
^-»43059020ei3 
; flfl3095011004 
J132046111025 
30 35050122002 
ih5051020026 
100680 12026 
. f9 44063140003 
.jr 50082040026 
« 53090102002 
Ik 38060123026 
%n 02077101026 
.ft 24032101016 
14016026002 
HO 25041082002 
Yf 24047018016 
4y 12040001026 
17064005026 
^52089203026 
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Table 2 cont'd. 



Report: 



PROJECT. ID 
Sch. Dist. 



P*9e 2 



D i c. % . CaH* 


Mnn i ^Ap^ 

1 iwn 1 V WP 




Cv 1 f 

C.X ! X 


Fortnu 1 




c Cost 


A LD 


M Students 




Pr i n 
1 1 III* 




no 


flM^ till 


no 


92 9 ZOo 


5X 


3,985 


^# w wU V V 


t n w • 


yes 


yes 


nc 


no 




5*C 


A A 

93 




» V n • 


no 


no 


no 


80 


♦2,53? 


4% 


2|005 




oup V • 


no 


no 


no 




♦ 1 9 852 


6!^ 


4,261 




WW WWWP 


W A f 


yes 


A.^ K ■ ■ tail 




f 5t? 


5% 


18|000 


m 4S0720<<9002 


9Up V • 1 




yes 


HCvt • Lv 1 • 




♦1 9668 


9% 


250 




Pi III* 


X© 5 








♦1 f 6x9 


3% 


657 


0107501O02/; 


PI 1 n • 


x^ s 


yes 


ooe • Le T • u 


no 


A A AAA 
f Z9OO9 


8% 


: ,582 


^ 240470980*^^ 


^r^i 1 c 


no 


no 


no 


no 


A A A>l 4 

♦29 241 


7Ji 


1,181 


M 0400420002^ 


n i r 

1/ i 1 • w^* 


Xv ^ 


yes 


Hcn V • ue 1 • 


7o 


%2 1 1 31 




933 


c£ 01001172022 


Pr • n - 

1 'lie 




n o 




75 






6 , 8^5 


A. 09010193017 


Pr i n . 




yes 


Hcn V • ue 1 • 




%o 1 1 U 1 




4 A A >l 

1 ,004 


n 090101S7002 


Pr i n . 


x*s 


xes 


St • Sc • D i 


SO 


♦2,006 


2M 


2 ^9ft 


SB 49081041025 


Cs. Mgr 


y^s 


xes 


Grd. Lei . 


85 


♦2,273 


5*/< 


7,475 


«') 041C1140004 


Pr i n . . 


no 


no 




no 


*2,475 


8'/< 


639 


45:.79140026 


Pr i n . 


no 


no 




no 


%2 , 274 


8% 


2,052 


H 170^401602^ 


Pr i n . 


xes 


> es 


no 


no 


♦3, 15C 


8% 


2,195 


•*x22C29087002 


Pych. 


no 


no 


screen 


no 


«2,266 


I'/. 


94 


4) 4504701^3026 


Pych. 


no 


no 




85 


t3,132 


AY, 


510 


*♦ 40056004C26 


tch. 


r:? 


nc 


no 


yes 


tl .8?9 


7'/. 


1 ,086 


fcf C5C0^C64026 


Su p V • 


yes 


>-es 


Gde. Le 1 . 


75 


t2,277 


9% 


467 


iu 53090051002 


Supv • 


no 




no 


nc 


*1 ,840 


5X 


550 


fc'' 4^066001024 


Supv' • 


yes 


yes 


Gde . Le 1 . 


no 


♦2,282 


5-/. 


785 
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'.able 3 



File: PRCJECT.ID 
ficport: AoM Code 
Stltctioo! Aru Cede tqutU 217 



Dist. Code 




Entrmt Exit 


ForauU IQ CutoH 


Cost 


X LO 


1 Studenti 


Town Size Area Code 


0:901172322 


PfiB. 


yt% 


no 


75 


t:,«2 


59! 


4,825 


42,554 


217 


C1C7SC1002« 


Prin. 


m 


y»« 


6dc.L(1. Dcs no 


$2,009 


9/. 


1,582 


4,170 


217 


0900«i<492tf 


Svpv. 


m 


y»i 


6d». L(l. Di 75 


$2,277 


n 


467 


:,825 


217 


fi90!C:37e02 


PriB. 


m 


m 


St. Sc. Dis. 8C 


$2,006 


V. 


2,398 


20,161 « 


217 


Ofi)!0193917 


Prin. 


m 


m 


Achv. L(1. E 85 


$3,101 


V. 


1,004 


20,161 « 


217 


iectf6::2{i2f 


Prifi. 


BC 


no 


no BO 


$2,557 






7,60« 


217 


11923C9SC2S 


7ch. 


no 


BO 


BO tt 


$2,539 




2,805 


9,625 


217 


Z6:3<328E2< 


Pfinc. 


nc 


RC 


BO 


$2,oi: 


V. 


960 


3,509 « 


2:7 


3B9Ml2302tf 


Scpv. 


Nc 


no 


Tcl). r»<»r ro 


$2,447 


n 


574 


2,719 


2:7 


<:C542C4024 


tch. 


no 


no 


r: y»$ 


$1,8B9^ 


7,', 


1,086 


3,895 


217 


4i08iOC102tf 


Sspv. 


y»« 


y»« 


fide. IcI. Di no 


$2,282 




785 


1,716 


217 



File: PSaJECT.IO 
Ktport: Ar»i Coii» 
Sf1»ction: Am Codt iquils 309 



Dist« Godf 


Hon i tor 


Entrinc» Exit 


Forauli 


18 Cutoff 


S20C200];22 


Prin. 


no 


no 




no 


mmmu 


Prin. 


m 


0 




no 


mmmi 


Prin. 


m 


XIS 




no 


mmim 


Fr;n< 


Y(s 


no 


6dte Lvh A: 


75 




Prin^ 


m 


m 


no 


no 


220290E7002 


Pych. 


10 


ao 


scrim 


no 


28037224026 


Coord. 


no 


no 




0 


3I04S3S4826 


Pxcho. 






NC£ 




4305f029S:3 


Supv. 


n% 


yis 


Std. Scr. 


8S 


48C720mC2 




yii 


Ach. Lvl.l 




4IC721S902S 


LO Coord x»s 


yti 


Achn. Lvl. E7S 


49881030017 


Tch. 


m 


yts 


Ach. Lvl. 


85 


49081036002 


LDTcbe 


m 


yii 




70 


49081041025 


Cs, Nor, xis 


yii 


6rd. Lile 


85 


53090C51COZ 


Sapv. 


no 


no 


no 


ao 


S3C9C102fiC2 


Supv. 


no 


ao 




no 


S309C10BSS2 


S<ipv. 


no 


no 


no 





?igc 1 



Cost 


'/. LD 


• Students 


Town Size Are* Code 


$3,69: 


V. 


1,300 


1,576 a 


3C9 


$2,497 


:r/. 


85: 


2,252 


3C9 


$3,166 


21. 


611 


56! a 


3D» 


$2,113 


K/. 


6,570 


35,672 


309 


$3,:so 


Zf. 


2,195 


720 « 


309 


$2,266 


1'/. 


94 


766 


309 


$2,034 


^. 


766 


3,185 


319 


$2,926 


Sf. 


1,969 


6,373 


399 


$2,991 


n 


288 


2,740 


309 


$1,668 


fi. 


230 


124,160 


309 


$2,599 


s: 


18,000 


124,168 


309 


$3,286 


tt. 


207 


20,93? « 


309 


$2,459 


71, 


257 


5,93: 


309 


$2,273 


v. 


7,475 


46,82: 


3S9 


$1,840 


Si 


550 


10,364 « 


309 


$1,844 


7/. 


819 


3,386 « 


3C9 


$1,892 


&. 


4,261 


33,967 


309 
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Table 3 cont'd 



File: PROJECT.! 
Report: Area Code 
Selectior.t Ana Code equals 312 



Page 1 



Dist. Code 


Ho^ito" 


Entrance Exit 


Fomula !Q Cutoff 


Cost 


y. Lo 


1 students 


Town Size Area Cooe 


KC16S26SS2 


Pycho. 


yes 


yes 


Achv. Lvl. no 


13,888 


r/. 


1,269 


52,634 312 


14G16Se6G&2 


Soc. UK* 


yes 


yes 


nc 85 


$3,711 


s: 


335 


8,226 i 312 


24047388e2< 


Co':s. 


nc 


no 


nc no 


12,241 


7/. 


1,181 


4,875 312 


243473:8826 


Prin. 


yes 


no 


6ce. '..vl. Di no 


f2,2D3 


sc 


3,988 


3,C2! a 312 


28037228D2A 


Coord. 






no 


11,989 


V. 


3,117 


9,881 a 312 


31C45331D2< 


Py:h. 






Hd 


12,583 




1,202 


442 312 



File: PR8JEC7.ID 

Report: Arfi Code 

Selection: Arn Code equals 618 

Dist. Code Monitor Entrance Exit For»u:i 



Page 1 



120430C1026 
13014001026 
15051020026 
20096225016 
25041682002 
30039196026 
3S373S5:0C2 
41857007026 
42058133002 
4SG67&03026 
4SC79148026 
SDS82043026 
5C0821I5332 
50082116002 
50082169022 



Co*op no 

Tch, no 
Pycho. yes 
Cc-op 'As Yes 
P'^in. yes 
nc 
no 
no 
no 
no 
yes 
yes 



Prin. 
Co^op 
Pych. 
Prin, 
Prin. 
Supv, 
Supv. 
Tch.fc Su yes 



no 

nc 

no 

no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 



no 

6de. Lvl. 
Gde. Lvh 



IQ Cuto« 


Cost 




• students 


'''oun Size Area Code 




13,028 


s: 


1,947 


3,186 


613 


no 


12,026 




1,401 


3,38E 


618 




12,417 


z/. 


1,811 


5,652 


618 


nc 


$2,952 




603 


5,954 


618 


yes 


$2,460 


v. 


260 


17,193 


618 


nc 


$2,!5C 


n 


550 


973 


618 




$1,699 




657 


3,31? 


618 


no 


$2,323 


w. 


4575 


12,480 a 


61E 


no 


$1,959 




305 


15,126 


618 


85 


$3,132 


4"/. 


51C 


896 


618 


no 


$2,274 


V. 


2|Gw^ 


4,976 


618 


no 


$2,343 


SI. 


873 


2,568 


618 


85 


$1,981 


137. 


328 


4i,58C 


618 


85 


$2,233 


V. 


329 


41,580 


618 


no 


$2,907 


u 


18,706 


w pip. 


618 
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Table 3 cont'd. 



Pile: PR3J:CT.ID 
Report: Area Code 
St;e:tion: Area Code equals 815 



Sift* w08f 


Ndttitor 


Entrance Exit 


Foraula 


IQ CutoH 




y i!^ 
/• b> 


V wiyuCnO 


ToMn Size Area Code 


02077101026 


Alt 


no 


no 


no 


no " 


♦3,227 


<X 


1,123 


8,833 


815 


a4004206S26 


Dir. Sp. xes 


yes 


Achv. Lei. E 75 


«2,i3! 


7/. 


933 


818 


815 




Prin*. 


nc 


no 




nc 


♦2,475 




639 


2,313 a 


815 


08t:43l23622 


Prill. 


no 


nc 




no 


♦2,13; 


U 


1,16C 


3,876 


815 


24&32:Si:2i 


Pxch. 


yes 


yes 




85 


♦2,55? 


SI. 


1,554 


3,C28 


815 


24:32is:ei6 


8de. C$1 no 


nc 




AO 


♦5,727 


X: 


74E 


1,669 


815 


24G47S!BG:5 


Prift. 


No 


nc 


no 


no 


♦4,354 


m 


145 


798 


815 


3204tf:nE2S 


Pjfcho. 


yes 


no 


6de. Lvl. 


7C 


♦2.69S 




S,48S 


30,166 


815 


3!:5;;225C2 


Pycho. 


no 


90 


no 




♦2,333 




638 


1C,347 


815 


3SGS323CCD4 


Pycho. 


yes 


yes 


no 


ttC 


♦3,856 


555 


93 


18,166 


815 


34C5217CS22 


Supv. 


no 


no 




85 


♦2,559 


s/. 


3,266 


15,710 


815 


37C53233S17 


Prill. 


yes 


yes 




no 


♦3,418 




291 


4,416 


815 


37353232CG2 












♦1,6G7 


€.'. 


574 


4,146 


815 


37£53425CD< 


Pycko. 


yes 


no 


Ede. Lv-. 


8C 


♦2,711 


m 


63 




815 


44&63S19C24 


Pycho. 


no 


no 


no 


nc 


♦2,965 




45& 


786 


815 




Pycho. 






Reg^s. 


no 


♦2,9SC 


12'. 


450 


4,3f! 


815 


S2589203S26 


Pychc. 


no 


no 




no 


♦2,415 


v. 


555 


598 


815 



25 



1^ 



Table A 



File: PROJECT.ID 
Rtport: town size 

Stlectiw: Town Size is greiter thin 3C,000 

or ToMR Size ends Mith A 
Oist. Code MoRitor Entrance Exit FoniuU 



IQ tuMi Cost X LD I Students Tom Size Area Code 



Page 1 

4/10/86 



01(81 172022 


hin. 


yts 


RO 




75 


fl|452 


SK 


6|82S 


42,554 


217 


19018137002 


hin. 


yes 


yes 


St. Sc. Ois. 


80 


t2|U06 


2K 


2,398 


20.161 a 


217 


09010193017 


Frill. 


yes 


yes 


Achv. Lei. Ex 85 


$3|101 


3K 


1,004 


28,161 a 


217 


26094320824 


Princ. 


RO 


no 




RO 


t2|01C 




960 


3,509 a 


217 


02002001022 


frill. 


RO 


RO 




RO 


$3|691 


€( 


1,300 


1,578 a 


3C9 


170MOC302« 




yes 


yes 




RO 


$3|166 


2% 


611 


561 a 


309 


17O64O0S026 


frill. 


Yes 


RO 


fide. Lvt. Ach 75 


$2|113 


V. 


6,570 


35,672 


309 


17064C!6C2< 


Mr. 


yes 


yes 


iO 


RO 


$3|15C 


V. 


2,195 


720 a 


359 


40072869002 


Supf.-Tc 


yes 


yes 


Ach. L«1. 16 




tlt668 


7A 


250 


124,160 


309 


40072130025 


LD Coord yt s 


yes 


Achv. LvK Ex 75 


*2,599 


5! 


18,000 


124,160 


309 


490B1033617 


Tck. 


yes 


yes 


Ach. Lvl. 


85 


S3|2e« 


tK 


207 


20,?8? a 


309 


49S8IC41025 


Cs. Hgr. yes 


yes 


Srd. Lei. 


85 


82,273 


5( 


7,475 


46,821 


3C9 


53090851002 


Svpv. 


RO 


RO 


RO 


RO 


fli84C 


5! 


S50 


10,364 a 


309 


5309C1C28C2 


Scpv. 


RO 


no 




RO 


$1,844 


v. 


8!9 


3,386 a 


3&9 


530981000S2 


SbpV. 


RO 


RO 


RO 




81,852 




4,261 


33,967 


309 


14C14C2iC:2 


Pycho. 


yes 


yes 


Achv. Lvl. 


•0 


83,080 




1,269 


52,634 


312 


1401688iSe2 


Sx. Ukr yes 


yes 


RO 


85 


83,711 


5Z 


385 


8,228 a 


312 


240473:0526 


PriR. 


yes 


RO 


fide. Lvl. Dis ro 


82,203 


SJ 


3,938 


3,C21 a 


3!2 


20037220C2« 


Coord. 






RO 




81,909 


V. 


3,117 


9,881 a 


312 


4I05700702« 


PriR. 


RO 


RO 




RO 


82,323 


Sf. 


4575 


12,480 a 


618 


5C3e2:!5t52 


Sepv. 


yes 


RO 


fide. Lvic 


85 


81,981 


13K 


328 


41,580 


618 


500B21KCS2 


Sopv. 


yes 


BO 


fide. Lv]. 


85 


82,233 


4X 


329 


41,580 


618 


50082189S22 


7cii.& Su yes 


RO 




RO 


82,907 


v. 


18,706 


55,200 


618 


04101146004 


PriR.. 


RS 


RO 




RO 


82,475 




639 


2,313 a 


815 


32044111625 


Pychc. 


yes 


RD 


fide. Lvl. 


78 


82,690 


V. 


5,48C 


30,166 


815 



File: PROJECf.ID 
Report: tOMi size 

SeiectioR: Tom Size is greater th«R 7,501 
and Tour Size docs aot contiiR A 
iRd Town Size is less thaR ^,000 

Dist. Code HoRitor ERtrme Exit Pomuli 



18 Cutoff Cost 7. LD 8 StudeRts Tour Size Area Code 



I 



10068012C2< Prift. no no 

1102309SS3S Tch. no no 

25041082002 Pxcho. yes 

42058133002 Co-op no no 

0207710102« All no no 

350SO122002 Pxcho. no no 

33050230004 Pycho. yes yes 

368S2179022 Supv. no no 



no 
no 



no 
no 
no 



no 

80 

yes 

no 

no 

no 
85 



«2,557 
f2,539 
«2,46e 
«I,959 
«3,227 
«2,38e 
«3,856 
«2,559 



S/. 
V. 
V. 

97. 
57. 



26 



1,550 

2,005 

260 

305 

1,123 

636 

93 

3,266 



7,604 

9,885 

17,193 

15,126 

8,833 

10,347 

18,166 

15,710 



217 
217 
618 
618 
815 
815 
815 
815 



Page 1 
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Table A cont*d« 



Report: im lizt 

St ifction: Town Sizt if grtittf thin 2,00: 
and Town Sizt dots aot conUin A 
ind Tom Sizt is 1t$s thin 7|500 

Oist. Codt Honitor Entrioct Exit Fcrnuli 



IQ Cutoff Cost */ LD • Students Tom Sizt Arta Codt 



0107S01802i 


Prin. 


yts 


yts 6dt.Lt]. Ois. 


no 


<2,S09 


e/. 


1,582 


4,170 


217 


AAA «Aa AAA a. a 

38a6S12302d 


Supv. 


No 


no Tch. rt^tr 


no 


$2,4<7 


7J. 


574 


2,719 


217 


43S54004O2A 


tch. 


no 


no no 


yts 


$1,889 


T/, 


1,086 


3,895 


217 


17820017024 


Prill. 


yts 


7 


no 


$2,497 


W/. 


85C 


2,252 


309 


28037224026 


Coord. 


no 


no 


7 


A A AA^ 

$2,034 


sx 


766 


A « AS 

3,185 


309 


A ^0AA JAM # 


Pxcho. 




NCt 




$2,926 


dK 


1,969 


6,373 


309 


4385?323wl3 


Supv. 


yts 


yts Std. Scr. 


85 


$2,991 


VA 


288 


2,748 


309 


4rC8!DNSS2 


Ly Ten. 


yts 


yts 


70 




/A 


257 


3,731 


909 


24047188026 


Cous. 


nc 


no no 


no 


«2,241 


7/. 


1,181 


4,875 


312 


12042:S1C26 










«3,028 


St 


1,947 


3,186 


618 


130:4081126 


Co*op 


no 


no 


no 


«2,026 


Zf. 


1,401 


3,388 


618 


lSC5l820D2i 










<2,4:? 


V. 


l,81i 


5,652 


618 


20C9622S91i 


Tch. 


no 


no 


no 


«2,952 




603 


5,954 


618 


3CC730SOE02 


Prii. 


yts 






«1,699 


2( 


657 


3,319 


618 


45079I4C:26 


?r?n. 


nc 


no 


no 


«2,274 


S{ 


2,052 


4,976 


618 


90082040026 


Prift. 


no 


no no 


nc 


«2,343 


€f. 


873 


2,56S 


618 


06843120922 


Prin. 


no 


no 


no 


«2,139 


n 


1,160 


3,876 


815 


240320(1026 


Py:h. 


yts 


yts 


85 


«2,SS9 


Sf. 


1,554 


3,C2E 


815 


37CS323C'C:7 


Prin, 


yts 


yts 


no 


I3,4J3 




291 


4,<16 


8!S 


37C532320C2 










«I,60? 


a 


574 


4,146 


815 


44a6314CCG3 


Pxcho. 




Rtgrs. 


no 


«2,9SC 


m 


4SC 


4,361 


815 



Filf: PROJECT. ID 
Report: \vm size 

Selection: Toun Size is less than 2,8&C 
and ToKT. S':ze does not contain A 
Dist. Code Monitor Entrance Exit Foraula 



Page 1 
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18 Cutoff Cost '/. LD • Students Toun Size Area Code 



059C9064026 


Supv. yes 


yes 


6d(. Lei. Dis 75 


$2,277 


7/. 


46? 


1,825 


217 


46086091026 


Supv. yes 


yes 


6de. Ul. Dis no 


«2,282 


SK 


785 


1,716 


217 


22029087002 


Pych. no 


no 


screen 


no 


«2,266 


\'/. 


94 


786 


309 


310453C1026 


Pych. 




NIE 




«2,583 


Sf. 


1,2C2 


442 


312 


13095011004 


Co^ no 


no 


no 


no 


«2,072 


5X 


135 


789 


615 


30S39196026 


Co-op hi Yes 


no 




no 


$2,150 


7/. 


55C 


973 


618 


49067003026 


Pych. no 


no 




85 


«3,132 


V. 


5!0 


896 


616 


04004200826 


Dir. Sp. yes 


yes 


Achv. Lei. Ex 


75 


«2,131 


n 


933 


818 


815 


24032181016 


6d». Cs) nc 


no 




no 


$5,727 




748 


!,669 


815 


24047CI8016 


Prii. No 


no 


no 


nc 


«4,354 


m 


145 


798 


815 


37053425004 


Pxcho. yes 


no 


6de. Lvl. 


80 


«2,711 


w. 


63 




815 


44063019C24 


Pycho. AO 


no 


DC 


nc 


♦2,965 


% 


453 


786 


6. V 


52089203026 


Pycho. no 


no 




nc 


«2,415 


V. 


555 


598 


615 



ERIC 



27 
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Table 5 



File: PROJECTED Page 
Report: stadint size 
Selection: • Students is greater than 0 
anc t Students is less than 2C1 



Oist. Code 


Hon i tor 


Entrance 


Exit 


FoTfflula 


16 Cutoff 


Cost 


XU) 


1 Students Town Size 


Area Code 


223293878C2 


Pych. 


no 


nc 


scresr 


nc 


S2,266 


V/. 


94 


736 


309 


i 13S9SCil0a4 


Go-op 


no 


no 


no 


00 


$2,672 


SI 


135 


789 


615 


t 24347:!8216 


Prin. 


No 


no 


no 


no 


$4,354 




145 


798 


815 


3S0SS230CC4 


Pxcho. 


yes 


yes 


re 


no 


$3,856 




93 


18,166 


815 


37253<25C2< 


Prcho. 


yes 


nc 


6dc. Lvi. 


8C 


$2,711 


il/.' 


62 


815 



File: ?R0J£CT.I5 
Reprt: stidert size 

Selection: • Students is greater than 2C1 

^nC 1 Students is less than 5Cu 
Dist. Code Hon t tor Entrance Exit Fontula 



CS8D9S64C26 


Supv. 


yes 


yes 


6de. Lei. Di 


75 


$2,277 


7/. 


467 


1,825 


217 


43CS902CC13 


Supv. 


yes 


yes 


Stc. Scr. 


85 


$2,991 


17. 


288 


2,740 


399 


48372u69CG2 


Sopv.-Tc yes 


yes 


Ach. Lvi. k 




$1,668 


7/. 


250 


124,16!; 


309 


498S163CS:7 


Tch. 


yes 


yes 


Ach. Lvi. 


85 


$3,286 


e/. 


207 


20,907 a 


309 


49DeiC36QD2 


L9 Tch. 


yes 


yes 




70 


$2,450 


n 


257 


5,93! 


309 


!4:-163369C2 


So:. K<r 


yts 


yes 


nc 


85 


$3,711 


SJ5 


385 


6,228 a 


312 


25S<K82:-52 


Pyche. 


yes 






yts 


$2,46C 


v. 


260 


17,193 


618 


42358i33GC2 


Co-op 


no 


nc 




no 


$1,959 


SSI. 


3C5 


15,126 


618 


50082:15082 


Supv. 


yes 


no 


6de. Lvi. 


85 


$1,98! 




328 


41,580 


618 


59082i:6:;2 


Supv. 


yes 


no 


6de. Lvi. 


85 


$2,233 


v. 


329 


41,5SC 


618 


37053230C:7 


Prin. 


yes 


yes 




•e 


$3,418 


V. 


291 


4,416 


815 


44D63C19C24 


Pycho. 


no 


no 


no 


no 


$2,965 


5J{ 


451 


786 


815 


44063*40083 


ft'cho. 






Regrs. 


no 


$2,900 


\V. 


450 


4,361 


815 



IQ Cutoff Cost '/ LD • Students Town Size Area Code 
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Table 5 cont'd. 



File: PRCJECT.ID 
Report: st;2dent size 

Selection: • Students is greater than 501 
and • Students is less than 1,00C 
Oist. Code Monitor Entrance Exit Fomula 



Page 1 



2M34328024 
38C60123O26 
460eM01C26 
17S2CC17&26 
17064C03C26 

S3C90C510C2 
53t)5IlC2CS2 
2399622S016 
3CS3»:9£C2£ 
3S073S5G002 
<SC57C23G2£ 

SGQ92C40026 
O4Q9420OC26 

C4:&n4S004 

24;32:CIC16 
3SE5Ci223C2 
37C53232002 
52G892C3:26 



yes 
yes 
yes 



rc 
nc 



Prtnc. no 
Supv, No 
Supv. 
Prin, 

PfiR. 

Cord, ro 

Sypv. no 
Supv\ 
Tch. 
Co-o? As Yes 

P'^in, . yes 

Pych. no 

Prin. nc 
Dir. Sp. yes 

Prin.. no 

6de. Cs' nc 

Pycho. no 

Pycho. no 



no 
no 
yes 

? 

yes 

nc 
no 
no 
no 
no 

nc 

no 
yes 

no 

no 

no 

no 



no 

Tch. refer no 
6de. Lei. Di no 

no 

no 

? 

no no 
no 
no 
no 



nc 

Achv. Ler 



no 



8S 

no 
E75 

no 

no 



no 



Cost 


/. LO 


1 Students Town Size 


nrtl b 


$2,010 


3S( 


9i0 


3,509 a 


217 


f2|447 


7A 


574 


2,719 


III 


f2|2S2 


c/ 

Sa 


785 


1,716 






ICX 


850 


2,252 


one 




7/ 

4/. 


611 


561 a 


309 


f2,D3< 




766 


3,185 


309 


fl,84C 


57. 


550 


10,364 a 


309 


11,844 




819 


3,386 a 


309 


12,952 


V. 


603 


5,954 


618 


12,150 


n 


550 


973 


618 


♦1,699 


37. 


65? 


3,319 


618 


13,132 


C5 


SIC 


896 


618 


«2,343 


SI. 


873 


2.568 


6!S 


12,131 


71. 


933 


818 


815 


♦2,475 


Zl. 


639 


2,313 a 


815 


♦5,72' 


V. 


748 


1,6*9 


815 


♦2,388 


7/. 


638 


10,347 


815 


♦1,607 


&. 


574 


4,146 


815 


♦2,415 


t'. 


555 


598 


815 



PSaJSCT.IO 
Report: student size 
Selection: • Students 
an:! ¥ Students 
Si St. Code Hon iter 



Page I 



01C75910C26 
09C:c:93C17 
1C068S12C26 
4^:56804026 
023D2001D22 
310453S4C26 
!4C!6026382 
24347088026 
31G43381026 
1294!0C1026 
13C:40S1926 
19051620826 
C2C77iei026 
08043120022 
240320C1026 



Prin. 

Prin. 

Prin. 

tch. 

Prin. 

Pycho. 

Pycho. 

Cous. 

Pych. 

Co-op 

Prin. 
Pych. 



!S greater than 1,00! 
is less than 2,0C£ 



Entrance 


Exit 


Fomuia 


IQ Cutoff 


Cost 


•/ LD 


i Students Toun Size 


Area 


yes 


yes 


Sdc.Lel. Dis no 


♦2,009 


Si 


1,582 


4,170 


217 


yes 


yes 


Achv. LeU 


E85 


♦3,101 


37. 


1,004 


20,161 a 


217 


no 


no 


no 


no 


♦2,557 


ff. 


1,550 


7,604 


217 


no 


no 


no 


yes 


♦1,889 


7/. 


1,086 


3,895 


217 


no 


no 




no 


♦3,691 


V/. 


1,300 


1,578 a 


3C9 






NCE 




♦2,926 


&. 


1,969 


6,373 


309 


yes 


yes 


Achv. Lvl. 


no 


♦3,080 


7/. 


1,269 


52,634 


312 


no 


no 


nc 


no 


♦2,241 


71. 


1,181 


4,875 


312 






NIE 




♦2,583 


SI. 


1,202 


442 


312 










♦3,028 


57. 


1,947 


3,186 


618 


no 


no 




no 


♦2,026 


S( 


1,401 


3,383 


618 










♦2,417 


W. 


1,811 


5,652 


618 


nc 


no 


no 


no 


♦3,227 


47. 


1,123 


8,833 


815 


ne 


nc 




RC 


♦2,139 


71. 


1,160 


3,876 


815 


yes 


yes 




83 


♦2,559 


Sf. 


1,554 


3,C28 


815 



29 
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Table 5 cont'd. 



rr.tt PROJECT.io 

Report: student size 



Page 





Dist« Codt 


Nonitor 


Entmce 


Exit 


Fomuli 


IQ CutoH 


tosi 


V 1 1\ 
/. Iv 


1 students Twn Size 


Rrffc tout 




G1S31172022 


Pf in. 


yes 


RO 




75 


ti,452 


55C 


6,825 


42,554 


217 




098i8i370G2 




yes 


yes 


St. Sc. Dis. 8C 


t2,DD6 


2X 


2,398 


20,161 a 


217 


>> 


llC23t'?5C25 


Tch, 


no 


no 


no 


8C 


12,539 




2,0C5 


9,885 


217 


( 


17G64S35:26 


Prin, 


Yes 


no 


6de. Lvl. Ac 75 


t2,n3 


« 


6,570 


35,672 


309 




17064316C26 


Pfin, 


yes 


yes 


no 


no 


t3,15D 




2,195 


720 \ 


3C9 




48C-7215CC25 


LC Coord yes 


yes 


Achv. Lvh E 75 


$2,599 


SX 


18,000 


124,160 


309 


/> 


49C81C4!;25 


Cs* Mgr. 


yes 


yes 


6rd. LeU 


85 


t2,273 


5X 


7,475 


46,821 


309 


i- 


53:931583C2 


Supv. 


no 


no 


no 




«1,852 


€/. 


4,261 


33,967 


309 




24C47308C26 


Prln, 


yes 


no 


Sde. Lvl. Oi no 


S2,2C3 


Si 


3,988 


3,021 a 


312 


\ 


2BC3722aC2< 


Coopc. 






RC 




tl,9C9 


4% 


3,117 


9,881 a 


312 




41&57C0792A 


Prin. 


no 


no 




no 


t2,323 


S/. 


<i575 


12,480 1 


613 




45S79!4e626 


Prin, 


no 


no 




no 


<Z,274 


V. 


2,052 


4,976 


618 




SGG82:89022 


Tch.fc Su yes 


no 




no 


t2,9D7 


U 


18,706 


55,200 


618 




32C<iin025 


Pychc, 


yes 


rc 


Sde. Lvl. 


70 


t2,69£ 




5,483 


30, lis 


8:5 




3685217G322 


Supv. 


no 


no 




85 


t2,559 


a 


3,266 


15,710 


8:5 



30 



33 
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Table 6 



File: PRCJECT.ID 
Report: per capita 
Selection: Cost is greater than C 

and Cost is less thar 2,0Si 
Dist. Code Monitor Entrance Exit 

filOCn72022 Prin. yes no 

4S0S6CG402^ tch. nc nc 

48072069002 Sups.-Tc yes yes 

S3C900S10C2 Supv. no n: 

S3C9:!S26a2 Supv. no no 

S3&9C108GG2 Supv. ns nc 
23G37228526 Coord. 
3OO73SS0332 Prin. yes 

42055:33(J32 C0-08 fic ro 

SCGe2115CG2 Supv. yes no 
370S32328!;2 



Foi'ntila 


19 Cutoff 


Cost 


'/ LD 




75 


$1,452 




no 


yes 


$1,869 


7/ 


Ach. Lvl. & 6e 




$1,668 


n 


nc 


no 


$:,848 






no 


$1,844 




nc 




$i,eS2 


a 


no 




$1,909 


V. 






$1,699 


It. 




nc 


$1,959 


z/. 


Ode. Lvl. 


85 


$1,981 


w. 






$1,607 


s/. 



Page 1 



I Students Toun Size Area Code 



6,825 


42,554 


217 


1,086 


3,895 


217 


250 


124,160 


309 


550 


10,364 a 


3D9 


819 


3,386 a 


309 


4,261 


33,967 


3D5 


3,117 


9,881 a 


3:2 


657 


3,319 


618 


305 


15,126 


6:e 


32S 


41,580 


618 


574 


4,146 


815 
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Dist. Code 


Monitor 


Entrance Exit 


Foraula 10 Cutoff 


Cost 


•/ LD 


1 Stidents Toun Size 


Area 


C1O75010O26 


Prin. 


yes 


yes 


Sde.Lel. Dis. .'o 


$2,009 


8X 


1,582 


4,170 


217 


09CI0137082 


Prin. 


yes 


yes 


St. Sc. Dis. 80 


$2,006 




2,398 


20,16! a 


217 


2603<328324 


Princ. 


no 


no 


no 


$2,010 




960 


3,509 a 


217 


17O64C05C26 


Prin. 


Yes 


ns 


Ode. Lvl. Achv 75 


$2,113 




6,570 


35,672 


3c; 


23037224026 


Coord. 


no 


no 


? 


$2,034 




766 


3,185 


309 


13C95C11004 


Co-op 


no 


no 


no no 


$2,072 


V. 


135 


789 


61S 


13014CG1026 


Co-op 


no 


no 


no 


$2,026 


V. 


1,401 


3,388 


618 


30039196026 


Co-op As Yes 


no 


no 


$2,150 


97. 


550 


973 


618 


040D4200026 


Dir. Sp. yes 


yes 


Achv. Lei. Exp 75 


$2,131 


7/ 


933 


818 


815 


0834312CS22 


Prin. 


no 


no 


no 


$2,139 


7/. 


1,162 


3,876 


815 
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Table 6 cont*d. 



Pile: PROJECT.ID 
Report: per capita 

Selection: Cost is greater than 2,201 

«nd Cost is less than 2,4C0 
Dist. Csde Konitor Entrance Exit Formula 
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0S03?0i4026 
460869C2326 
22&29:87CC2 
49C8104i&25 

74C47C83026 
240473C802i 
41SS73C7326 
45079140S26 
S0Ce2!4CS2i 

3S0S8122SC2 



Supv. yes 

Supv. yes 

Pych, fo 

Cs. Mgr. yes 

Cous. no 
Prin, 

Prin. 

Prin. 

Prin, 

S^^pv. 

Pycho. 



yes 

no 

nc 

n: 

yes 

no 



yes 
yes 

no 
yes 

no 
nc 
no 

nc 
nc 
nc 
no 



screen 
6r:. Lei. 
no 

&de. Lvl. Dis» 



3Se. Ul. 
no 



IQ Cuto^^ 


Cost 


'/. LD 


1 students Tour Size 


Area 


75 


$2,277 


7/. 


467 


1,825 


217 


no 


$2,282 


55{ 


785 


1,716 


217 


no 


*2,266 


V/. 


?4 


786 


399 


85 


$2,273 




7,475 


46,821 


309 


no 


$2,241 


z: 


1,181 


4,875 


312 


no 


$2,2(;3 




3,988 


3,021 a 


312 


no 


$2,323 


&. 


4575 


12,480 a 


618 


no 


$2,274 


^. 


2,052 


4,976 


618 


no 


$2,343 


S/. 


873 


2,568 


6:8 


85 


$2,233 


«: 


329 


4I,5EC 


618 




$2,388 


7/. 


638 


10,347 


815 
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:0068C!2E26 
11023C95C25 
38060123C26 
170200:7C2£ 
48C7215DC2S 
49S81C3iOC2 
3!C45301C26 
2SCS102:C26 
2S04!0e29C2 
64lSn40004 
24032CJ1D24 
3iC52:7S322 
S23892S3D26 



Pj^in, nc 

Tch • no 

Sup^. No 

Prin, yes 

LD Coord yes 

LDTch, yes 
Pych. 

PychCi yes 

Prin,, no 

Pych. yes 

Supv. nc 

Pycho, no 



no 
nc 

no 

? 

yes 
yes 



no 
yes 
no 
no 



Fomuli 10 Cuto« 


Cost 


•/, LD 


1 students 


Town Size 


Area Code 


no no 


$2,557 


€/. 


• een 
- , j^«p 


7,6C4 


217 


no 8E 


$2,539 




2,C05 


9,885 


217 


Tch. refer no 


$2,447 


n 


57< 


2,719 


217 


RC 


$2,497 


w. 


850 


2,252 


309 


Achv. Lvl. Exp 75 


$2,599 


5j: 


18,000 


124,160 


3D9 


7C 


$2,450 


7/. 


257 


5,931 


309 


NLE 


$2,583 


e/. 


1,202 


442 


312 




$2,417 




1,811 


5,652 


618 


m 


$2,460 


•Si. 


26C 


17,193 


618 


no 


$2,475 


8"/ 


639 


2,313 a 


815 


85 


$2,559 


&. 


1,554 


3,028 


815 


85 


$2,559 


a 


3,266 


15,710 


615 


no 


$2,415 




555 


598 


815 
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Table 6 cont'd. 



Fi!«: »ROJ£CT.i: 
Report; per capita 

Se'ectiof!.* Cost is greater than 2,6C1 

ini Cost is less than 2,80C 
Dist. Code MoRitor Entrance Exit Fornula 
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IS Cutoff Cos; '/. LD I Stuilents Town Size Area Code 



325^61 !<£2£ 
3-'053«5!i04 



Pycho. 
Pycho. 



yes 
yes 



no 
no 



6de. Lv!. 
6de. Lv^ 



72 
8G 



S2,690 
$2,711 



87. 
11'/. 



5,480 
63 



3S,!66 8:S 
815 



P*e; PRCvTECT.!? 
Recs't: per capita 
Selection: Cost is 
and Cost is 



i'^eater than 2,8C1 
ie£S than 3,0CC 



Page ! 



:"3t. Cede 


flositp' Entrance Ex>t 


Fornula 




Cost 


'/. LD 


P students Toun Si:e 


A^ea Code 


3:C453S4:26 


Pycho. 




NCE 




$2,92s 


S/. 


1,969 


6,373 


309 


43C5»a25Cl3 


Siipv. yes 


yes 


Std. Scr. 


85 


$2,991 


r/. 


288 


2,74D 


309 


2::;622sc:6 


Tch . no 


nc 




AC 


$2,952 


s: 


623 


5,954 


618 




Tch.ii Si yes 


no 




is: 


$2,9C7 


z/. 


18,706 


55,200 


618 


«::3:i9;24 


Pycr.c. r:c 


nc 


no 


r.c 


$2,965 


z/. 


45C 


7S6 


815 


44C53140GC3 


Pychc. 




Regrs. 


ns 


$2,900 


\n 


45C 


4,361 


815 
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Dist. Code 


Monitor 


Entrance Exit 


Foraula Ii< Cutc^* 


Cost 


•/ LD 


• students Town Si:e 


Area 


090101930:7 


Prin. 


yes 


yes 


Achv. Lei. Exp 65 


$3,101 




1,004 


20,161 a 


21? 


17C64CC3S26 


Prin. 


yes 


yes 


nc 


$3,166 


n 


611 


561 a 


3D9 


17064016026 


Prin. 


yes 


yes 


no no 


$3,150 


Si 


2,195 


720 a 


309 


14C:<C260C2 


Pycho. 


yes 


yes 


Achv. Lvl. no 


$3,080 




1,269 


52,634 


312 


12C40C91026 










$3,028 




1,947 


3,186 


6)8 


45267303:26 


Pych. 


nc 


no 


85 


$3,132 




51C 


896 


618 
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Table 6 cont*d. 



File: OROJSCT.IO 
Report: pc caputs 

Stitctioti: Cost it grtattr than 3,201 

and Co<^ s 'tss than 3,400 
Dist. Code Hon i tor Entrance Exit Formula 
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IQ CbtcH :cst '/. LD I Students Tour. Siz; Area Code 



4908103C017 Tch. yes 
828771C1026 A** no 



m Ach. Lvi. 
no no 



85 
nc 



$3,286 
♦3,227 



207 
1,123 



20,907 a 309 
6,833 815 



F:!e: PRGJECT.IO 
Report: per capita 

Se'ectior,: Ccst is greater thr c,4i: 

ar.d Cost is iess than 3,68E 
Dist. Code Konitor Entrance Exit Fomula 
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37e53230C:7 "rin. yes 



yes 



IQ Cutoff Cost '/. I.D I Students Toun Size Area Code 
no «3,418 3X 291 4,416 815 



Fi'ie: FROJSa.lO 
Repct: per capita 

Selection: Cost is greater than 3,601 
Dist. Code Monitor Entrance Exit Fortiula 



10 Cutoff Cost 
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'/ LD « Students Town Size Area Code 



023C2001C22 


Prin. no 


no 




no 


f3,6?l 


4X 


1,300 


1,578 a 


309 


14C16C860C2 


Sec. Ukr yes 


yts 


no 


85 


<3.7il 


5Z 


385 


8,22E a 


312 


24;321010!6 


6de. Cs^ no 


no 




no 


♦5,727 


35{ 


?4c 


1,669 


815 


24347018016 


Prin. No 


nc 


no 


no 


♦4,354 


m 


145 


798 


815 


3SC5C230CC-4 


'ycho. yes 


yes 


no 


no 


♦3,856 


5Z 


93 


18,166 


815 
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that could be discerned. Generally, the districts seemed to rely 
on the guidance of the special education cooperat ives • The 
criteria used by the cooperatives varied considerably, and it is 
conceivable that students who were classified in one district 
could move a few miles to another district and not meet the 
different classification criteria. On a subjective note, most 
superintendents indicated that they would welcome specific 
guidelines from the state provided that they would still be able 
to meet the unique needs of the students in their districts. 

In the final analysis of the student variables and in an 
effort to address objectives 1 and 5, districts were first sorted 
by size (less than 200 students, between 200 and 500, between 500 
and 1000, between 1000 and 2000, and greater than 2000), 
population (town less than 10000 population, between 10000 and 
50000, between 50000 and 100000 other than Chicago or a Chicago 
suburb (312 area code), Chicago suburb, and the city of Chicago), 
and per capita tuition cost (less than $2000, between $2000 and 
$2200, $2200 and $2400, $2400 and $2600, $2600 and $2800, $2800 
and $3000, $3000 and $3200, $3200 and $3400, $3400 and $3600, and 
greater than $3600). All student variables were then checked for 
significant differences using the sorted district variables by 
means of a chi-square. 

When viewing the student variables as dependent and the size 
of the district as independent, the smallest districts (less than 
200 students) retained the students in a grade less often than did 
the others (25% of the sample from the smallest districts versus 
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383 of the total sample) and had students who came from a single 
parent family less often (8% versus 25%) • On the o^ner hand, the 
largest districts (more than 2000 students) had fewer students 
receiving resource services (56% versus 65% overall) and more 
students served through self-contained programs (40% versus 30% 
overall)* Additionally, these large districts had students who 
were classified as LD placed into lower level classes more often 
than did the rest of the districts (14% versus 9% overall)* 
Finally, districts with student populations between 500 and 1000 
had more students labeled as LD receiving Chapter 1 services than 
did the others (21% versus 11% overall)* Incidentally, the lower 
level classes (which were received by 18% of the total sample in 
grades 7 through 12) and Chapter 1 services (which were received 
by 24% of the total sample in grades 1 through 6) were the only 
regular education remedial services that children identified as 
learning disabled received with any regularity. 

When the districts were separated by their locations, the 
districts in large, independent cities (more than 100000 total 
population) and the Chicago suburbs retained students in a grade 
more often (63% and 52% respectively versus 38% overall) and had 
more students from single parent families (62% and 51% 
respectively versus 25% overall) than did the other districts. 
The districts in small towns (less than 10000 population) placed 
the students in resource services more often (73% versus and 
average of 46% for the other districts) and in self-contained 
programs less often (21% versus an average of 49%) than did the 
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others* 

Lastly^ when districts were separated by their per capita 
tuition chargeSf a number of differences were foundt however* only 
two patterns presented themselves: (a) districts whose per capita 
tuition costs were more than $3000 retained students in grades 
less often than did the districts whose expenses were less than 
this amount; and (b) those whose costs were more than $2400 
offered psychological and counseling services more often than did 
the others. The other differences that were noted included: (a) 
districts with per capita costs between $2600 - $2800 and $3200 - 
$3400 had more children from single parent families; (b) those 
with costs between $2400 - $2600 had more children who had been 
previously referred; (c) those with costs between $2800 - $3000 
offered more social work services; (d) those with costs less than 
$2200 and between $3200 - $3400 offered more Chapter 1 services; 
and (e) those with costs between $3200 - $3400 offered more lower 
level classes. 
Teacher Variables 

While teacher information was not directly linked to the five 
objectives delineated by the State Board of Education, we felt 
that it was important to develop an overall view of the 
professionals who direct the instructional programs for children 
labeled as learning disabled. Across the 67 districts, data were 
collected on a toti>l of 457 teachers, however, as was the case 
with the student variables, not all information was available for 
all teachers. About 85% of the teachers were female. Of the 15% 
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who were male, there was no discernable variance across the 
categories of districts. The average teacher had at least 3 years 
of experience and held both elementary (Type 03) and special 
education (Type 10) certificates. Few of the teachers had 
preschool certification or certification as vocational 
coordinators. Interestingly, slightly over 1% of the teachers did 
not have special education" certification of any kind* 

The teaching experience of the teachers in the LD programs 
was well distributed across the 3 to 15-year range with few 
teachers with experience in LD programs for more than 15 years* 
Beginning teachers (0-2 years) were generally employed by 
districts with more than 2000 students total enrollment with only 
approximately 1% in districts with a student population of less 
than 200 total enrollment. The age of the teachers ranged from 25 
to 60, with an even distribution across all age ranges. 
Approximately 40% of the teachers were from small towns or rural 
areas of the state where the per capita tuition cost was between 
$2200 to $2800. 

When the programs are divided into resource, self-contained, 
or consultative, there are several interesting observations that 
could be drawn* Of the teachers teaching in 9 - 12 resource 
programs, 72% were working in large cities other than the Chicago 
suburbs* Approximately 43% of the teachers involved in 
self-contained programs were located in small cities with 10000 to 
50000 population. While 5% (68) students across several settings 
were served through consultative programs, only 3 teachers of the 
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total of 457 identified themselves as a part of a consultative 
program* 

Within these program types^ each waas identified as either 
categorical or cross-categorical* Of these two, cross-categorical 
placements were more frequently used than were the categorical 
placements (58% versus A2S). While cross-categorical placements 
had little variance in distribution across locations, 55% of the 
categorical arrangements were in rural or small town settings with 
69% of these having student populations greater than 2000* These 
findings point to a need for the State Board of Education to 
reconsider its certification standards since districts are moving 
toward the cross-categorical option* Presently, the State 
certifies only on a categorical basis* 
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Summary of Results by Objective 

Objective 1 : to determine what regular education remedial 
services are available to students identified as learning disabled 
(LD) in conjunction with their special education services. In 
regard to this objectivet the only general education services that 
were received by the students in the sample on a regular basis 
were Chapter 1 services and lower level classes. Speech therapy 
was the most often provided related special service. Other 
related services including social work, psychological or 
counseling services, and occupational or physical therapy were 
available but were not as frequently needed. The larger districts 
used the lower level classes more often than did the others, 
however, this is probably due to the fact that many of the smaller 
districts were elementary districts or did not feel a need to 
provide this type of service. The districts with student 
populations between 500 and 1000 offered more Chapter 1 services 
than did the others. 

Objective 2 ; to determine how students identified as LD are 
selected to participate in the special education program. By far 
the most common reason for referral was academic difficulties 
(43*4%). The two next most common reasons were either an 
attention deficit (25.0%) or reading problems (15.1%). The most 
common assessment instruments used were the Wechsler Intelligence 
Scale for Children - Revised anc* the Wide Range Achievement Test. 
Most children were functioning below their age level in academic 
skills and the average IQ (90.4 on the WISC-R) was below the 
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population average of 100. The criteria used by districts to 
classify children as learning disabled varied widely. In 
conversations with superintendents and others in the districts, we 
were able to draw three subjective conclusions: (a) that they 
would generally welcome specific guidelines for classification 
provided that these guidelines still retained enough latitude to 
allow individual districts to meet their unique needs; (b) that 
general education teachers need to take more responsibility for 
children who are experiencing academic difficulties in their 
classes; and (c) that all superintendents and their staffs are 
professional educators who care about providing the best possible 
services to children first and are less concerned about the 
specific labels than with the child's demonstrated abilities and 
progress. 

Objective 3: to determine the percentage of time per day the 
students identified as LD receive special services. The majority 
(65.5%) were served through resource programs where they spent an 
average of 5 hours 52 minutes per week (19.5% of their time based 
on a school week of 30 hours). The students who were served 
through self-contained programs (29. AZ of the sample) spent an 
average of 24.6% of their time (7 hours 23 minutes per week) in 
reRular education. Finally, the students who were served through 
consultative programs (5.1%) received their special education 
teachers' services an average of 65 minutes per week either as 
teacher to teacher consulting or as irregular support to the 
student when the student or a teacher felt it was necessary. 
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Objective 4t to determine what special areas of need tend to 
be emphasized in programs for students identified as LD. The 
goals established for the children in the sample were primarily 
academic in nature with reading (36.3%), mathematics (29.1%), and 
language (23.1%) accounting for 88.5% of the total goals. 
Interestingly, perceptual remediation, a classical descriptor of 
learning disabilities, accounted for only 0.2% of the total goals. 

Objective 5t to determine if there are demographic or other 
variables associated with the identification process related to 
students labeled learning disabled on a statewide, regional, and 
local basis. There was no discernable pattern in the procedures 
used by districts to classify children as learning disabled. The 
larger districts tended to be slightly more likely to retain 
students in grades and to use more self-contained services that 
did the smaller ones. These results, though, are not at all 
surprising when one considers that the larger districts have more 
students and could justify self-contained services on numbers of 
students and could more easily accommodate the class size changes 
that would result from retentions. Other differences have been 
noted earlier, yet, while these differences are interesting, no 
one or two specific factors that affected the classification of 
students seemed to surface. All of the districts had thought 
through their classification processes, all adnered to state and 
federal guidelines, and all were attempting to meet the specific 
needs of the children in their districts. Most would welcome 
specific state guidelines provided that these guidelines would 
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allow the districts to modify or adapt the guidelines to meet 
their own unique needs. Since Illinois has a wide variety of 
districts based on needs, student populations, financial support 
and other demographic variables, any guidelines established would 
have to be the result of a statewide panel with representation 
from all areas and types of districts. To establish guidelines 
without this input would only result in many districts who would 
not have their needs addressed. 
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Discussion 

A possible limitation of this study is the fact that data 
were not available for all students. However, it is still felt 
that the sample was representative of the population of students 
who are classified as learning disabled in Illinois. The 67 
randomly selected districts represented all areas of Illinois with 
the exception of the city of Chicago public schools. This area, 
with its exceptionally large population, needs separate study. 

The most general conclusion that can be reached is that the 
methods districts use to classify children as learning disabled 
are as diverse as the state itself. Some districts had adopted or 
were in the process of adopting discrepancy formulae to assist 
them in the classification process. Other districts were not even 
considering this as an option. On the whole, districts tended to 
classify children as learning disabled if the children were 
slightly lower than average in intellectual capabilities and were 
experiencing academic difficulties. Many superintendents felt 
that while these children may not have met classical definitions 
of learning disabilities, they did need extra, individualized 
attention and service through the LD program was the only way that 
these needs could be met and funded. Appropriate means of 
providing monetary and instructional aid to these students who 
might "fall through the cracks" is an additional issue that the 
state needs to study. These findings point to the need for the 
state to take some action in the field to help bring some 
consistency to the classification and service provision process. 



As we view the results^ we see basically three courses of 
action from which the state may choose. Firsts the state may wish 
to adopt the philosophy of Kavale and Forness (1985) and express 
the opinion that the field of learning disabilities is really in a 
preparadigmatic period and that all theories and definitions have 
a place and deserve experimentation. Through experimentation, one 
theory would eventually come to the forefront and present itself 
for adoption. Such a philosophy would essentially maintain the 
status quo in Illinois since districts are currently operating 
under a variety of theories. However, in order to allow for one 
theory to advance, the state would need to require a standardized 
series of data collection efforts for each district that would 
document the relative effectiveness of each classification scheme 
and service provision option. Such data would then have to be 
evaluated in a type of meta-analysis. Adoption of this course of 
action would require that the state name a representative panel to 
oversee all data collection and analysis procedures. To develop 
one standard classification scheme through this process would take 
a number of years, but it would allow for all theories to have a 
fair test. 

A second option that the state might choose would be to adopt 
its own, more narrow and better-defined classification criteria 
(e.g. , discrepancy formulae) . However, while most superintendents 
did not oppose such an action, most also felt that this was a step 
for ..he state to take carefully. Considerations must be given to 
the diversity of needs that exist among the many districts of 
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Illinois. Some districts could easily accommodate the changes 
that an administrative edict would dictate, while for others, 
severe problems in service provision would result. Should the 
state choose this option, we would recommend that it carefully 
study the impact on children that any new criteria would have and 
again, that it form a representative, statewide panel to develop 
the criteria. 

The third option open to the state would be a radical 
departure from traditional thinking in the field of learning 
disabilities. In this option, services could be provided to 
children based solely on their demonstrated needs rather than on 
any arbitrary classifications. For example, if a child needed 
extra help in reading, then this help would be provided whether or 
not the child met any particular classification criteria. 
Funding, rather than being based on labels, would instead be based 
on services provided. From an idealistic view, this option 
appears to us to be the most palatable. By trusting the 
professional judgment and expertise of the educators who are 
directly involved with the children and allowing the discretionary 
use of funds, the state would be able to address the diverse needs 
that are present. Of course, the chance for abuse of funds would 
exist, however this chance could be lowered by requiring the 
districts to document all services that they provide and the 
progress made by each child. This option, while finally 
eliminating the labeling dilemma, would be politically difficult 
to implement and would require, as would any of the other options, 
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that the state form a representative panel whose charge would be 
to monitor the effects that such a radical departure would have on 
the children. 

Whether the State of Illinois chooses one of these three 
options that we have suggested, or whether it chooses a totally 
different course of action, it is to be congratulated for its 
methodical plan in studying this subject. The conduct of this 
study, whose purpose it was to delineate the characteristics of 
the present population of students classified as learning 
disabled, was a necessary first step in an attempt to address a 
difficult topic. The second step is to seek various points of 
view and to adopt a mutually agreeable plan of action. After 
implementation of this plan, continued study would be necessary in 
order to monitor its effectiveness. We hope that our contribution 
to this total effort assists the state as it attempts to provide 
the best educational services to the children of Illinois. 
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APPENDIX 1 



I: ERIC 



ILLINOIS STATt lOAHO OF EOUCATION 
Dtpartmtnt of Sptcialittd tducationtl Strvictt 
100 North First Strttt 
$0HA9fiM. Illidoii §2711 



OlSTmcT coOl 



STUDENT CHECKLIST 
Attachm«nt A 



Th0 foUQ^ing mtpmmtion 9h9j[ b^ cott^cnd from th§ $tud$nt 9duc9^on9l rwcoras md/or from mff iht9fvitws for0sch $tu(Mm ki 
ttmt^mph. All 9fitbm9ton9hcufdb9f9eordmt on this form imtmd§t9^ norm •^uawmm 



mutt to fUtod out for iicft studm tintho $$rwl0. 



r mfsilsblo from oithor soura. A s$poroto chock ftst 



^Anr t*STOOCNTVAmABLES 



L STUDENT CODE 



2. GRADE 



3. 




VM 




HO 


Modication 


4. 




VM 




Ho 


Rotoin«d in Grodt 


5. 




VM 




Ho 


Singio Paront 


6. 




VM 




Ho 


Proviously Rtftrrod 


7. 




yrn 




Ho 


Noiv€n9lfsh Sptoking 



S. RELATfd SERVICES AS RECOROEO ON THE lEP 
Q SpNdi (Ch«ek thow that apply.) 

8Ptychoio«y 
SocWWork 
OT/PT 

Othtr 



9. INTELLECTUAL A SSESSMENT 



y 



FS 



LO 



M.A. 



Sim. 

SCSSSSfT 



S«Q. 



MFC 



l.Q. 

OTHBT 



Namo 



l.Q. 



10. ACADEMIC ASSESSMENT 





FCRCtN* 

TILS 


irANOAMO 
SCORt 


TEST 
AOMINISTCRtO 


Roading Rocognitlon 








RoadingComprihoniion 








Moth Compiititlon 








Moth Application 








Spelling 









u.nvoi 



No RtsourctStudant 

If yat» roipoAd to tho following: 

Numbtf of days par woak itudant racaivot larvleai 



1*2dava 
3«4daya 
Sdayt 
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MinuiM par diy «>aAt in raiourca program 

Q O«00mlniitaa 
Q •l*MmiiHitaa 

fl^-iab^i^taa^ 



12.Q>^«« QMa Salf-containodStudant 

If m miny tM par day ipant in ragular aducattori 



Q0*60minutH 
minum 
120 minutot 

I ■ . thon120minytac 

I3.Qvai QHa ConsulUtion Studtnt 



I J 0*Q0m 

§ei*90i 
91-120 
MofOthi 



If m numbar of mimjtaa par waak tha taaehr 
apandi comultlna with tha ragular aducation taaehaft 

g0*30mlnutaa 
21 *90minutaa 
Morathon90mlnutaa 



14. REGULAR EDUCATION SPECIAL SERVICES 



Chaptar i 



Raading/Math Clinic 



L 

URVICU 
STVOCNT 1$ 
HICtlVlNa 



Unlvorsity 



Lowor Laval Classos 



Bilingual 



Othtr: 



15. ANNUAL GOALS 



IL 

StIIVICCt 
AVAILASLt TO 

CiltTIII€7 

(✓! 



Raading Rocognitton 



Roading Con>prohonsion 



Math Calculation 



Math Computation 



Writtan Languagt 



Ractp Languagt 



Expraaiivo Languaqa 



Bahavlor 



Othor: 



L 

MIMAMV 
KIAMN FOM 
ftCFMIIAL 
(Ciiaaic ooaj 



IL 

ANNUAL aOALt 
L1S7IO OH 
STUOCNrs 
IBP 



1. CLASS SIZE 



i' 



IE 



2. STUDENT/TEACHER RATI OB 9. By whom is the student's progress monitored after placement 



/ 



Q No Aide 

ri Me Are other support personnel available to 
^ the classroom? if yes. identify. 



8 

15^ 



5, □vt« ^Ne 



Noncategorical 
If yes, check one. 

□ LO/BO 

□ LO/EMH 

□ LO/EH 
Q Other 



in the program? 

Q Psychologist 
□ Social Worker 
" Supervisor 
Other 



Check one. 



_ ve$ Q No Does the district have specific entrance criteria? 
□ ve» Qno ExJt criteria? 
Q Yes Q Ne If ye$, do they utilize a discrepancy formula? 
Q Grade Level Oltcrepancy 
Q Achievement Level Expectancy 
Q Standard Score Oitcrepancv 
Q Regression Model 
Q Other 
Describe: 



6. Number of non*Engllsh speaking students 
□ 0.5 

86-10 
More than ID 



Ne Has a deviation been approved for the 
classroom? if yes, check one. 



□ 

a 



Class size 
Age range 

Both 



8. n Vet Q No Does the student remain in his/her building 
for the LO program? 



ILQves Qno Does the district have an I.Q. cut-off for 
placement of students in the LO program? 
'«f yes. check one. 

n 

□ 80 

□ 85 

□ 90 

□ 9S 

□ ^00 
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PROJECT I.D. 
STUDENT CHECKLIST DEFINITIONS 

Item 1 : Student Code: Use the code provided by district or ISBE 

Item 2 ; Grade: Grade in which student was enrolled during AY 
1984-1985 

Item 3 : Medication: Did the student take any medication while 
enrolled in the program? 

Item 4 : Retained in Grade: Has the student ever been retained in 
any grade? 

Item 5 : Single Parent: If the student is living with both 
parents (either biological or step)^ check NO. If the student is 
living in any situation other than an intact family « (e.g.* foster 
home or just one parent) check YKS. 

Item 6 : Previously Referred: If the student had ever been 
referred (but not placed) for LD services prior to the placement 
in his/her current program^ check YES. 

Item 7 : Non-English Speaking: If the student's primary language 
is anything other than English^ check YES. 

Item 8 : Check any related services that apply. Use the following 
code to note other related services: 

A Adapted Physical Education 

C - Aide - Individual Student 

D - Art Therapy 

E - Audiology 

F - Braillist/Reader 

G - Counseling Services 

H - Consultant Services (other than Consultation Students) 

1 - Adapted Driver Education (Student must be at least 15) 
J - Interpreter Services 

K - Media Services 

L Music Therapy 

N Outdoor Education 

0 - Orientation and Mobility 

Q Parent Counseling 

T - Psychiatric Services 

U - Recreation 

V - School Health Services 

Y - Transportation (Special) 

2 - Vocational Habilitation/Rehabilitation (operated cooper- 

atively by the district and the Department of Rehabili- 
tation Services) 

3 - Transition Services (other than those provided cooper- 

atively with the Department of Rehabilitation Services) 

Item 9 : Intellectual Assessment: Record the scores used to 
determine placement. If SOMPA was usedt record both the WISC 
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scores and the adjusted WISC scores* 

Item 10 : Academic Assessment: Record the data used for placement 
(part of the student's case study)« Do not record group 
achievement test scores or teacher-made assessments unless these 
scores were used to determine placement* 

Item 11 : Resource Student: A student is to be classified as a 
resource student if he/she receives less than 50% of his/her 
programming through the LD program* In addition to the data 
requested* also calculate the minutes per week the student 
receives LD resource services and circle * 

Item 12 : Self-Contained Student: A student is to be classified 
as a self-contained student if he/she receives more than 50% of 
his/her instructional programming through the LD program* Also, 
calculate the minutes per week the student receives self-contained 
LP services and circle * 

Item 13 : Consultation Student: A student is to be classified as 
a consultation student if he/she has been identified as LD but 
receives no direct services from the LD program* 

Item lA : Regular Education Special Services: Please check both 
the services that are available to the district and the services 
that the student is receiving* Chapter 1, Reading/Math Clinic and 
Bilingual services are self-explanatory* University services are 
any special services provided through a university or by 
university students (e*g*, special tutoring services)* Lower 
level classes refer to the tracking classes offered by some 
d istricts* 

Item 15 : Annual Goals: Check one primary reason for the 
student's referral for LD services and check all areas that are 
listed as annual goals on the student's lEP* Most areas are 
self-explanatory with the exception of Math Calculation* For the 
purposes of this study. Hath Calculation is to be equated with 
Math Application* 
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PROJECT I.D. 
CLASSROOM VARIABLES DEFINITIONS 

Item 1 : Class Size: Number of students enrolled in the student's 
classt resourcet or consultation program. 

Item 2 : Student/Teacher Ratio: Ratio for the student's class^ 
resourcet or consultation program. 

Item 3 : Aide: Did an aide serve the student's classt resource* 
or consultation program? 

Item 4 : Other Support Personnel: Did any other support personnel 
serve the student's class* resource* or consultation program? 

Item 5 : Noncategorical : For the purposes of this study * 
noncategorical is to be equated with cross categorical. 

Item 6 : Number of Non-English Speaking Students: Number of 
students in the student's class* resource* or consultation program 
whose primary language is not English. 

Item 7 : Deviations: Self-explanatory 

Item 8 : In Building: Self-explanatory 

Item 9 : Progress Monitoring: Who (other than the student's 
teacher) monitors his/her program? 

Item 10 : Criteria: If the answer to any of the parts of this 
question is no* question the individual supplying the information 
as to how placement decisions are made and record their responses 
in the space provided. 

Item 11 : Self-explanatory 
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PROJECT ID 
Oeparcmenc of Special Educacion 
Eascern Illinois Universicy 
Charlescon, Illinois 61920 



TEACHER/SITE CI ECKLIST 



SCHOOL DISIRICI CODE 



Pari i • teacher variables 



TEACHER CODE 



2. PROGRAM TYPE 
r*] Resource 
n • Self -Contained 
|~1 Consulcac ion 



Grade Range 
Grade Range 
Grade Range 



3. CLASS TYPE 

□ Yes O Xo 

□ Y« CD '^<' 



Cacegorlcal 

Cross'Cacegorlcal 
It yest check one. 

i } LD/BD 

I i LD/EMH 

I I LD/EH 

I \ Other 



n Male 



I \ Female 



GRADES TAUGHT: 



a 


Preschool 




Kindergarten 


LJ 


First 


l—J 


Second 


□ 


Third 


□ 


Fourth 


a 


Fifth 




Sixth 



\ I Seventh 

\ i Eighth 

I I Ninth 

□ Tenth 

f~l Eleventh 

I I Twelfth 

Vocational Training 



HIGHER EDUCATION 

I i Bachelor Degree 
I I Masters Degree 
i i Advanced Certificate 
Doctorate 



CERXTFTCATE (Check all that apply) 

I i Preschool 
I I Elementary 
I I Secondary area(s) 



[ \ Special education area(s) 
I i Vocational Coordinator 



YEARS TEACHING EXPERIENCE 
LD: □ 0-2 



TOTAL: 0-2 

» i 3-5 

; I 6-3 

t i 9- 15 



AGE 



> I 21-25 

I \ 26-30 

CJ 31-35 

□ 36-45 

n :f6-55 

( I 56-60 

f 1 61-65 

( I 66-70 



PART II - DISTRICT VARIABLES 




1. DISTRICT CODE 


3. PER STUDENT COST, 1934 


2. LOCATION OF DISTRICT 

i 1 City of Chicago 

1 i Chicago Suburb 

p— ] Large city other than Chicago 
l—J or suburban (over lOOiOOO) 

Q Mid-sized city (50,000-100,000) 

f 1 Snail city (10,000-50,000) 

n Rural (0-10,000 

J 


4. Nl*>tBER OF STLDENTS 


5. NUMBER OF STLDENTS CUSSIFIED AS PRIMARY LD, 
1984-85 
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